Representatives from 16 COST countries were asked to estimate daily gains in bulls, steers and heifers fed five different rations at 200 ans 400 kg respectively. The 5 X 2 rations were formulated from six different feeds of known chemical composition and digestibilities.
Introduction
An economic evaluation of a feed ration to a group of growing animals can only be performed if it is possible to predict the production on alternative rations. For this purpose the necessary prerequisites are : expected feed intake, energy value of the feeds, and the animals requirement for energy.
Evaluation of the energy content in feeds varies between countries due to differences in the energy systems used. Furthermore, the energy standards used can vary. The purpose of this paper was to compare the energy systems used in the COST countries.
Materials
Prior to this meeting questionnaires were circulated to representatives from Belgium (B) , Denmark (DK) , West Germany (D), Finland (SF), France (F), Greece (GR), Ireland (IRL), Italy (I), Luxembourg (L), the Netherlands (NL), Portugal (P), Sweden (S), Switzerland (CH), Turkey (TR), United Kingdom (GB), and Yugoslavia (YU) . All countries, except Portugal and Turkey, have answered the questionnaires.
The representatives were asked to calculate the energy content of six different feeds with known chemical compositions and digestibilities (Table 1) . Furthermore, they were asked to calculate the total energy content in 5 rations for animals of 200 and 400 kg liveweight respectively (Table 2) , and the expected daily gains if bulls, steers and heifers were fed these rations (Table 3) . The main components in the rations were : Due to differences in the energy requirements of various breeds, the representatives were asked to make reference to the breed in question and, if applicable, to make estimates for early, medium and late maturing breeds.
Results

Energy systems
In the COST countries a number of different energy systems are used.
United Kingdom, Ireland and Sweden use The relative gain in steers in relation to bulls, and in heifers in relation to bulls, are illustrated in figures 2 and 2a respectively. In most countries the expected rate of growth in both steers and heifers are less than in bulls, but the differences vary from country to country. Whether the differences between sexes are decreasing or increasing at decreasing levels feeding, could not be clarified.
Feed conversion ratio
According to numerous feeding trials conducted in various countries, the feed conversion ratio (energy intake/kg gain) increases with the level of feeding (A NDERSEN , 1977) . Whether this is considered in formulating the energy standards was also investigated. The feed conversion ratio was calculated for each ration (Tables 7, 7a, 7b) , and the relative feed conversion ratio was then plotted against the relative level of feeding (figures 3, 3a, 3b R. J ARRIGE . -The discrepancies between the different systems can be considered as large or small ; it depends on your philosophy. The differences arise from different points. The first point is that there are some differences in the nutritive value of the feeds ; probably we can minimise the discrepancies there, especially between people using net energy systems in terms of feed units. Secondly, discrepancies are found in the standards. There are probably some differences related to the breeds and to the systems of production. In our country, we have a lot of breeds, a lot of systems of production, and we have the three species : cattle, including suckling cows, sheep and goats. So, when we prepare our new systems we have to take into account the fact that we have a wide range of animals. The differences between breeds could be important when we are considering slow growing animals because the proportion of maintenance is much higher than with fast growing animals or with high yielding dairy cows. If we consider the different standards for high yielding dairy cows, the differences are very low.
The third cause of the discrepancies is probably the scientific knowledge or the feeding experiments available. Certainly the number of feeding trials appears more important for fattening animals than for animals growing at a low rate.
Finally, there are historic and philosophical differences. They have been apparent in the discussion between Mr. Alderman and Professor Neimann-Sorensen. As in Denmark, we are thinking more in terms of the farmer's requirements and we want to prepare diets for animals with a fixed level of production whereas others have the philosophy of predicting liveweight gains from the diet available. This certainly explains some discrepancies.
